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CAP Committee 
Monday, November 23, 2020 
2:30-3:20 p.m. via Zoom 
 
 
Present: James Brill, Anne Crecelius, Jon Fulkerson, Heidi Gauder, Fred Jenkins (ex officio), Andrea Koziol, Drew 
Moyer, Maria Newland, Michelle Pautz, Danielle Poe, Tim Reissman, Scott Segalewitz (ex officio), 
Randy Sparks (ex officio), Bill Trollinger, David Watkins 
Excused: Sabrina Neeley (ex officio) 
Guests: Carola Daffner, Youssef Farhat, Denise James 
 
I. Course Reviews  
1) GER 355: Gender, Sexuality & the Holocaust 
A. Course Proposal Information: 
1. Proposer/Chair: Carola Daffner was present.  
2. Components: Crossing Boundaries-Integrative, Diversity and Social Justice. 
3. Institutional Learning Goals: Diversity (advanced) 
B. Discussion: 
1. The committee thought that both GER proposals were well developed and are interesting 
courses. 
2. The proposer noted that she is likely to be the only one teaching these courses because the only 
other faculty member in the department qualified to teach them is a lecturer. It was noted, 
though, that the proposals were written with flexibility so that qualified faculty from other 
Humanities departments could teach them.   
C. Committee’s Actions: 
1. Motion: A motion was made and seconded to approve the course proposal as written. There 
was no further discussion. 
2. Vote: 11-0-0 (in favor-against-abstention). 
2) GER 356: Nazi Cinema 
A. Course Proposal Information: 
1. Proposer/Chair: Carola Daffner was present. 
2. Components: Crossing Boundaries-Integrative, Diversity and Social Justice. 
3. Institutional Learning Goals: Diversity (advanced) 
B. Discussion: 
1. The committee thought that the proposal was well developed, as noted above, and did not have 
any questions.   
C. Committee’s Actions: 
1. Motion: A motion was made and seconded to approve the course proposal as written. There 
was no further discussion. 
2. Vote: 11-0-0 (in favor-against-abstention). 
3) WGS 351: Global South Feminisms 
A. Course Proposal Information: 
1. Proposer/Director: Denise James was present. 
2. Components: Crossing Boundaries-Integrative, Diversity and Social Justice. 
3. Institutional Learning Goals: Scholarship (advanced), Diversity (advanced), Critical Evaluation of 
Our Times (advanced) 
B. Discussion: 
1. The committee thought that the proposal was well developed. The proposer noted that the 
proposal was a collaborative effort with other possible instructors. 
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2. With the potential for varying instructors, a question was raised about coordinating assessment. 
The proposer noted that they will consider which assignments fit with the CLOs and that a 
similar approach has been used with other courses. 
C. Committee’s Actions: 
1. Motion: A motion was made and seconded to approve the course proposal as written. There 
was no further discussion. 
2. Vote: 12-0-0 (in favor-against-abstention). Another voting member arrived after the vote on the 
preceding course proposal. 
4) HST 394: Animal History: A Global History of Human-Animal Relations 
A. Course Proposal Information: 
1. Proposer: Neither Daniel Vandersommers, the proposer, nor Chris Agnew, department chair, 
could be present. 
2. Components: Crossing Boundaries-Inquiry, Advanced Historical Studies. 
3. Institutional Learning Goals: Diversity (advanced), Critical Evaluation of Our Times (advanced) 
B. Discussion: 
1. The committee thought that the proposal was well developed but had a question about the 
selection of Crossing Boundaries-Inquiry as one of the components. With the structure of that 
component, History and other Humanities majors would not be able to fulfill the Inquiry 
requirement with this course and would only be able to full the Advanced Historical Studies 
requirement. The proposal mentions, however, that the course would be a benefit to all History 
majors. This issue hadn’t been raised during the College’s Academic Affairs Committee’s review.    
C. Committee’s Actions: 
1. The committee tabled the proposal in order to seek clarification about the issue noted above. 
The CAP Office will follow up with the department and the proposal will be reviewed again on 
November 30. 
 
II. 4-Year Review Appeals 
A. Overview of 4-Year Review process: After course reports are submitted in January, the committee 
utilizes a subcommittee structure to begin reviewing the reports in order to manage workload. 
Subcommittees are asked to flag any significant issues with reports as early as possible so that the CAP 
Office can follow up with departments to request revisions before the committee makes decisions about 
renewal. There is time built into the process for the full committee to meet with departments and 
faculty to discuss 4-Year Review reports, but that hasn’t been done in practice beyond the first review 
cycle. The committee is required to provide renewal decisions by May 15. Departments then have until 
early September to make updates to the course records in CIM and address any follow-up queries from 
the committee. The committee has not considered appeals to 4-Year Review decisions prior to this fall. 
Those arose from discussions with departments over the summer. The committee now needs to make a 
decision whether or not to continue allowing appeals in order to have clear communication prior to 
renewal decisions that will be made next semester. 
B. Discussion 
1. The committee reached consensus that appeals should be allowed in cases where the committee 
decides not to renew a course’s CAP designation during the 4-Year Review process. 
2. The committee had a lengthy discussion about whether or not to allow appeals in cases where 
courses are renewed for two years rather than four. Two-year renewals are given in cases where the 
committee determines that some aspects of assessment need to be strengthened in order to have a 
sustainable assessment model or would like to get an update on implementation after two years. 
For courses renewed for two years, the committee discussed the possibility of allowing them to 
proceed with the subsequent review off cycle/earlier than scheduled rather than allowing appeals. 
The committee will need to consider the impact this might have on its workload. For the past two 
3 
years the break down has been approximately 75% renewals for four years and 25% renewals for 
two years. Last year was the first time the committee decided to remove a course’s CAP designation. 
3. The CAP Office will draft a proposal for the committee’s review based on the discussion noted 
above. 




A. November 30 agenda: It will include course reviews and finalizing the approach to 4-Year Review 
appeals. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted by Judy Owen, CAP Office 
